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1 1 Burton 1993 US English 343 N N no label

nonequivalent
control group
design: posttest
design

high ns ns ns
mostly
female

ns ns ns ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Dairy

multiple N package Y N Y N Y Y N N Y N N N N N

2 2 Bushman 1998 US English 240 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high ns ns 0.5 mixed ns ns ns ns Dairy single N package Y N Y N Y Y N N Y N N N N N

7 3 Jones 2007 UK English 92 Y N no label
Interrupted
Time-Series
Design

high 31.5
adults or
most
adults

0.728
mostly
female

ns ns ns ns NS NS N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y (simple
MTL)

N

10 4 Borgmeier 2009 Germany English 252 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 36
adults or
most
adults

0.536 mixed ns high ns ns

general
food and
beverage
products

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts,
detailed

N

12 5 Drichoutis 2009 Greece English 29 N N no label
choice conjoint
task

high ns ns ns
mostly
female

ns ns ns ns
Convenie
nt foods

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

13 6 Gorton 2009
New
Zealand

English 1525 N N NFt cross-sectional high 41
adults or
most
adults

0.7
mostly
female

ns low mix ns
snack
foods

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y Y

Y (simple
MTL,
detailed
MTL)

N

15 7 Sacks 2009 UK English
sales
data

Y N no label
one-group
design: pretest-
posttest design

high
Convenie
nt foods

single Y

superma
rkets and
gocery
stores

package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

17 8 Fatimah 2010 Malaysia English 232 Y N no label

nonequivalent
control group
design: pretest-
posttest design

upper-
middle

20-59
adults or
most
adults

1
mostly
female

mix low ns ns NS NS N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL+inte
rpretive
text,
detailed
MTL)

N

23 9 Sacks 2011 Australia English
sales
data

Y N no label

nonequivalent
control group
design: pretest-
posttest design

high
Bread &
dairy

multiple Y

superma
rkets and
gocery
stores
(online)

package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y (simple
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts: fat,
saturated
fat,
sugar,

N

24 10
van Herpen
2011a

US English 51 N N no label
Interrupted
Time-Series
Design

high 25.8
adults or
most
adults

0.55 mixed mix low low ns
restauran
t meals

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y

Y (base
on
calories,
added
sugar
and fat)

N N

24 10
van Herpen
2011b

US English 41 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 27.8
adults or
most
adults

ns mixed mix low low ns
restauran
t meals

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y

Y (base
on
calories,
added
sugar
and fat)

N N

25 11
van Herpen
2011c

Netherla
nd

English 156 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle

20.8
adults or
most
adults

0.65
mostly
female

ns ns ns ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

25 11
van Herpen
2011d

Turky English 131 N Y no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >19
adults or
most
adults

0.533 mixed ns ns ns ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

27 12 Ares 2012 Uruguay English 178 N N no label
choice conjoint
task

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.58 mixed ns ns ns ns

Bread &
bakery
products,
Dairy

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

32 13
Koenigstorfer
2012

Germany English 184 N N no label

nonequivalent
control group
design: posttest
design

high ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products

single Y

superma
rkets and
gocery
stores

package N N N N N N N N N Y Y Y N N

33 14 McLean 2012
New
Zealand

English 691 Y N no label
choice conjoint
task

high 50
adults or
most
adults

0.57 mixed white low ns ns
Fruit and
vegetabl
es

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y (simple
MTL +
interpreta
tive text:
fat,
saturated
fat,
sugar,

N

36 15 Roberto 2012 US English 409 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 46.01
adults or
most
adults

0.526 mixed white low mix ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s, Bread
& bakery
products,
Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Sauces
and
spreads,
snack
foods,

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y (simple
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts:
saturated
fat,
sugar,
sodium,
simple
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts:
saturated

N

S2 Table. Characteristics of studies included in the systematic review



37 16 Antúnez 2013 Uruguay English 47 Y N no label
choice conjoint
task

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.58 mixed ns ns ns ns
Bread &
bakery
products

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

41 17 Goodman 2013 Canada English 247 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.535 mixed white high mix ns
snack
foods

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y (simple
TLL +
interpreta
tive
texts:
sodium
only,
detailed
TLL  +
interpreta
tive

N

44 18 Mejean 2013 France English 39370 N N
summary
TLS

cross-sectional high adults
adults or
most
adults

0.765
mostly
female

ns high ns mix
Convenie
nt foods

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y

Y (based
on ‘‘SAIN
LIM’’
system)

Y (simple
MTL:
saturated
fat,
sugar,

N

48 19 Savoie 2013 Canada English 2200 N N no label

nonequivalent
control group
design: pretest-
posttest design

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.65
mostly
female

white high mix ns

eggs,
Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Bread &
bakery
products,
Dairy,
Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s, snack
foods,
Confectio
nery,
Fruit and
Vegetabl
es, Meat
and meat
products,
Fish and

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

49 20
Sonnenberg
2013

US English 389 N N no label

nonequivalent
control group
design: posttest
design

high most >40
adults or
most
adults

0.59 mixed white ns ns ns

campus/
workplac
e
cafeteria
meal

multiple Y cafeteria package N N N N N N N N N Y Y

Y (base
on 3
positive
criteria
and 2
negative
criteria)

Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

50 21 Ares 2014 Uruguay English 71 Y N no label
choice conjoint
task

high 25.3
adults or
most
adults

0.68
mostly
female

ns ns ns ns Dairy single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL:
sugar,
fat,
saturated

N

56 22 Emrich 2014 Canada English 1188 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >20
adults or
most
adults

0.654
mostly
female

ns high mix ns

Convenie
nt foods,
Cereal
and
cereal
products

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

57 23
Koenigstorfer
2014

Germany English 120 N N NFt
randomized
controlled trial

high 37.8
adults or
most
adults

0.64
mostly
female

ns ns ns ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Bread
Bread &
bakery
products,
snack
foods,
Confectio
nery,
Fruit and
Vegetabl

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

58 24 Maubach 2014
New
Zealand

English 768 Y N no label
choice conjoint
task

high 49.6
adults or
most
adults

0.7
mostly
female

white low ns ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

62 25
Van Herpen
2014a

Germany English 333 N N NFt
randomized
controlled trial

high 28
adults or
most
adults

0.52 mixed ns high ns

students
(54%, n
= 288),
faculty
staff, and
close
depende
nts

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
snack
foods,
Bread &
bakery
products

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y (simple
MTL)

N

62 25
Van Herpen
2014b

Germany English 44 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 21
adults or
most
adults

0.77
mostly
female

ns high ns
undergra
duate
students

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s,
Convenie
nt foods,
Sauces
and
spreads

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N



64 26 Watson 2014 Australia English 2175 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high ≥18
adults or
most
adults

0.65
mostly
female

ns low mix ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Meat and
meat
products,
snack
foods,
Dairy,
Bread &
bakery

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL+inte
rpretive
text,
detailed
MTL+
oveall
rating)

N

67 27 Ducrot 2015 France English 14230 N N no label cross-sectional high ≥18
adults or
most
adults

0.7814
mostly
female

ns low mix ns
Convenie
nt foods

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y (simple
MTL)

Y

69 28 Hamlin 2015
New
Zealand

English 250 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 18-25
adults or
most
adults

0.62
mostly
female

ns high ns
university
students

Cereal
and
cereal
products

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts:
sugar,
fat,

N

72 29 Mawad 2015 Uruguay English 133 Y N no label
choice conjoint
task

high 23.3
adults or
most
adults

0.66
mostly
female

ns ns ns ns Dairy single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL:
sugar,
fat, salt)

N

74 30 Pauline 2015 France English 13578 N N no label cross-sectional high ≥18
adults or
most
adults

0.524 mixed ns

low
(<50%
college in
parents)

mix

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Fish and
fish
products,
snack
foods,
Dairy,
Convenie

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y (simple
MTL)

Y

77 31 Siegrist 2015
Switzerla
nd

English 61 N N NFt
randomized
controlled trial

high 35
adults or
most
adults

0.69
mostly
female

ns

low
(<50%
college in
parents)

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
snack
foods,
Dairy,
Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

79 32 Acton 2016 Canada English 670 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high
16–24
(50%
adults)

mix 0.501 mixed white ns ns ns NS NS N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y
(calorie
only,
calorie
only +
interpreta

N

81 33 Bollard 2016
New
Zealand

English 604 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high
18
(<50%
adults)

mix 0.51 mixed white

low
(<50%
college in
parents)

mix ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y Y Y Y Y N Y N Y N N N N N

82 34 Crosetto 2016b France English 174 N Y
simple
TLS

choice conjoint
task

high ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns
restauran
t meals
meal

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y (simple
MTL
[saturate
d fat,
sugar,
salt],
simple
MTL
[saturate
d fat,
sugar,
salt,
vitamins,
fiber and
calcium],
color-
coded
GDA
[saturate
d fat,
sugar,
salt],
color-
coded
GDA
[saturate

N

84 35 Ducrot 2016 France English 7103 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.81
mostly
female

ns

low
(<50%
college in
parents)

mix

general
food and
beverage
products

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y (simple
MTL)

Y

92 36 Talati 2016 Australia English 1984 N N no label
choice conjoint
task

high
>10
(74%
adults)

adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed ns

snack
foods,
Convenie
nt foods
and

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N



97 37 VanEpps 2016b US English 1842 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 15

children
or
adolesce
nt

0.503 mixed white

low
(100%
no
college,
parents
<50%
college

ns ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y N Y Y N N Y N N N N N

99 38 Arrua 2017a Uruguay English 442 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 8--13

children
or
adolesce
nt

0.5 mixed ns

low
(primary
school
students)

ns ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s, snack
foods

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

100 39 Arrúa 2017b Uruguay English 32 N N TLS
choice conjoint
task

high >18
adults or
most
adults

ns
mostly
female

ns ns ns ns

Meat and
meat
products,
Convenie
nt foods

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N N N N N N

100 39 Arrúa 2017c Uruguay English 260 N N TLS
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.67
mostly
female

ns

low
(primary
school
students)

ns ns

Bread &
bakery
products,
Cereal
and
cereal
products,
snack
foods,
Convenie
nt foods

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N N N N N N

102 40 Boncinelli 2017 Italy English 96 N N no label

nonequivalent
control group
design: posttest
design

high ns ns ns mixed ns ns ns ns
Confectio
nery

single N package Y N Y Y N Y N N N N N N N N

113 41 Julia 2017 France English 21702 N N no label cross-sectional high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.7342
mostly
female

ns
high
(>50%
college)

mix ns

general
food and
beverage
products

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

115 42 Neal 2017 Australia English 944 N N NFt
randomized
controlled trial

high 38
adults or
most
adults

0.84
mostly
female

ns
high
(>50%
college)

mix ns

general
food and
beverage
products

multiple N package Y N Y Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

116 43 Ni Mhurchu 2017
New
Zealand

English 942 N N NFt
randomized
controlled trial

high 33
adults or
most
adults

0.89
mostly
female

mix
high
(>50%
college)

mix ns

general
food and
beverage
products

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

121 44 Talati 2017 Australia English 2058 Y N no label
choice conjoint
task

high
>10
(75%
adults)

adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed ns

Dairy,
snack
foods,
Convenie
nt foods

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

122 45 Yoo 2017 Ecuador English 646 N N no label
choice conjoint
task

upper-
middle

7--12

children
or
adolesce
nt

0.44 mixed ns ns mix ns Dairy single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts:
sugar,

N

123 46 Acton 2018a Canada English 675 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high
>16
(84.9%
adults)

adults or
most
adults

0.539 mixed white ns ns ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y Y Y N Y N Y N N N N N

126 47 Acton 2018b Canada English 358 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high
>16
(84.9%
adults)

adults or
most
adults

0.539 mixed white ns ns ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s, Dairy

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y (sugar
only)

N

127 48 Ares 2018a Uruguay English 306 N N no label
choice conjoint
task

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.63
mostly
female

ns
Bread &
bakery
products

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N N N N N N

128 49 Ares 2018b Uruguay English 395 N N no label
one-group
design: pretest-
posttest design

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.72
mostly
female

ns

Fruit and
vegetabl
es,
snack
foods,
Meat and
meat
products,
Bread &
bakery
products,
Non-
alcoholic

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N N N N N N

130 50 Ares 2018c Uruguay English 112 N N NS
choice conjoint
task

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.7
mostly
female

ns

Diary,
Bread &
bakery
products,
Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Sauces
and
spreads,
snack
foods,
Non-
alcoholic
beverage

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y N N N Y



130 50 Ares 2018d Uruguay English 681 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.67
mostly
female

ns

Fruit and
vegetabl
es,
Bread &
bakery
products,
Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Dairy,
Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s, snack
foods,
Sauces

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y N N N Y

132 51 Billich 2018 Australia English 581 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y N Y Y Y N Y N N N N N

136 52 David 2018 Brazil English 98 N N no label
choice conjoint
task

upper-
middle

20.2
adults or
most
adults

0.53 mixed ns
high
(100%
college)

ns
university
students

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s,
Confectio
nery,
snack
foods

multiple N package Y N Y Y Y Y Y N Y N N N N N

137 53 Donnelly 2018b US English
sales
data

N N no label
Interrupted
Time-Series
Design

high

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single Y cafeteria package Y N Y N Y Y Y N Y N N N N N

137 53 Donnelly 2018a US English 202 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 33.86
adults or
most
adults

0.488 mixed white

high
(82.6%
attended
at least
some
college)

mix ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y N Y Y Y N Y N N N N N

138 54 Egnell 2018a France English 3751 N N no label
choice conjoint
task

high 49.4
adults or
most
adults

0.814
mostly
female

ns
high
(>50%
college)

high
(>50%
with
highest
family
incomes)

ns

Fish and
fish
products,
Bread &
bakery
products,
Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Convenie

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

139 55 Egnell 2018b France English 25772 N N no label
choice conjoint
task

high 56.05
adults or
most
adults

0.73
mostly
female

ns

high
(>50%
post-
secondar
y)

mix mix

Bread &
bakery
products,
Dairy,
Sauces
and
spreads,

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

144 56 Goodman 2018

Canada,
US,
Australia,
and UK

English 11617 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.529 mixed ns

low
(<50%
high-
level
educatio

ns ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products

single N package Y N Y Y N N Y N N N N N N N

145 57
Gorski Findling
2018

US English 628 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 43.4
adults or
most
adults

0.54 mixed white
low
(<50%
college)

mix ns

Dairy,
Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Convenie
nt foods,
Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y (simple
MTL:
calorie
only;
simple
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts:
sugar,
fat, salt)

N

149 58 Khandpur 2018 Brazil English 1607 N N TLS
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle

39.2
adults or
most
adults

0.5246 mixed ns

Bread &
bakery
products,
Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Convenie
nt foods,
snack
foods,
Non-
alcoholic
beverage

multiple N package Y N Y Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N



152 59 Lima 2018 Brazil English 396 N N TLS
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle

>6
(46.8%
adults)

mix 0.648
mostly
female

ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Bread &
bakery
products,
Confectio
nery,
snack
foods,
Dairy,
Non-
alcoholic
beverage

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N

Y (simple
MTL +
interpreta
tive text:
calories,
sugar,
saturated
fat and
sodium)

N

154 60 Machin 2018a Uruguay English 437 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.75
mostly
female

ns
low
(<50%
college)

ns ns

general
food and
beverage
products

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL +
interpreta
tive:
sugar,
fat, salt)

N

155 61 Machin 2018c Uruguay English 216 N N TLS
choice conjoint
task

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.75
mostly
female

ns ns ns ns NS NS N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N

Y (simple
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts:
sugar,

N

155 61 Machin 2018b Uruguay English 1003 N N TLS
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.75
mostly
female

ns ns ns ns

Bread &
bakery
products,
Meat and
meat
products,
Dairy

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N

Y (simple
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts:
sugar,
fat, salt)

N

156 62 Machin 2018d Uruguay English 1182 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.91
mostly
female

ns
low
(<50%
college)

ns ns

general
food and
beverage
products

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts:
sugar,
saturated

N

158 63 Mantzari 2018 UK English 997 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 43.8
adults or
most
adults

0.481 mixed white
high
(>50%
college)

ns ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y Y Y N Y N Y N N N N N

160 64 Mazza 2018 US English
sales
data

N N no label
Interrupted
Time-Series
Design

high

campus/
workplac
e
cafeteria
meal

multiple Y cafeteria package N N N N N N N N N Y Y

Y (base
on
calories,
fat,
saturated
fat, trans
fat,
cholester
ol,
sodium,
sugars)

N N

161 65 Moran 2018 US English 1970 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 36.2
adults or
most
adults

0.7
mostly
female

white
low
(<50%
college)

mix ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y N Y Y N N Y N N N N N

172 66 Talati 2018a Australia English 690 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high
>10
(72%
adults)

adults or
most
adults

0.51 mixed ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Convenie
nt foods,
snack
foods,
Dairy

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

173 67 Talati 2018b Australia English 1505 N N no label
choice conjoint
task

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Convenie
nt foods,
snack
foods,
Dairy

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

177 68 Acton 2019 Canada English 2866 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high
>13
(84.7%
adults)

adults or
most
adults

0.56 mixed mix
high
(>50%
college)

mix ns

Non-
acoholic
beverage
s, snack
foods

multiple N package Y N Y Y N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

178 69
Alonso-Dos-
Santos 2019

Chile English 337 N N NFt
randomized
controlled trial

high 23.4
adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed ns ns ns ns

Bread
and
bakery
products,
snack
foods,
Dairy

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N N N N N N

179 70 Ang 2019
Singapor
e

English 512 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 38.1
adults or
most
adults

0.467 mixed Chinese ns ns ns

general
food and
beverage
products

multiple N package Y Y Y Y Y N N N Y N N N N N



185 71 Egnell 2019a France English 352 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.797
mostly
female

ns
high
(>50%
college)

mix

mix
(>50%
intermedi
ate
professio
n/office
staff)

general
food and
beverage
products

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

188 72 Galan 2019 Spain Spanish 1000 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed ns
low
(<50%
college)

mix ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Bread &
bakery
products,
Convenie
nce

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

189 73 Grummon 2019a US English 1360 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 37.4
adults or
most
adults

0.47 mixed white
high
(>50%
college)

mix ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y Y Y Y Y N Y N Y N N N N N

191 74 Hayward 2019 US English 681 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 41.38
adults or
most
adults

0.49 mixed white
high
(>50%
college)

ns ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N N N N N

193 75 Karamanos 2019 Canada English 242 N N NFt cross-sectional high >25
adults or
most
adults

0.5372 mixed ns
high
(>50%
college)

ns ns NS NS N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

196 76 Lima 2019 Brazil English 800 Y N TLS
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle

>6 (50%
adults)

mix 0.59 mixed ns ns ns ns

Sugars,
honey
and
related
products,
Dairy

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts:
sugar,

N

198 77 Machín 2019 Uruguay English 199 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.66
mostly
female

ns
high
(>50%
college)

ns ns
snack
foods

single N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N N N N N N

199 78 Marette 2019 France English 86 N N no label
one-group
design: pretest-
posttest design

high 38.45
adults or
most
adults

0.744
mostly
female

ns ns low

Cereal
and
cereal
products

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y N N N Y

206 79 Popova 2019 US English 180 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 25.6
adults or
most
adults

0.739
mostly
female

mix
high
(>50%
college)

mix ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y N Y Y N N Y N N N N N

208 80 Rosenblatt 2019a Australia English 100 N N
textual
warning

randomized
controlled trial

high 27.59
adults or
most
adults

0.74
mostly
female

ns ns ns ns
snack
foods

single N package Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N N N N N

208 80 Rosenblatt 2019b Australia English 43 N N
positively
framed
warning

randomized
controlled trial

high 24.85
adults or
most
adults

0.58 mixed ns ns ns ns
snack
foods

single N package Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N N N N N

210 81 Schnettler 2019a Chile English 245 N N no label
choice conjoint
task

high 39.4
adults or
most
adults

0.77
mostly
female

ns
Meat and
meat
products

single N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N N N N N N

210 81 Schnettler 2019b Chile English 249 N N no label
choice conjoint
task

high 40.4
adults or
most
adults

0.746
mostly
female

ns
Meat and
meat
products

single N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N N N N N N

211 82 Schnettler 2019 Chile English 548 N N no label
one-group
design: pretest-
posttest design

high 40
adults or
most
adults

0.724
mostly
female

ns
Meat and
meat
products

single N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N N N N N N

216 83
Velasco Vizcaíno
2019d

Ecuador English 133 N N NFt

nonequivalent
control group
design: posttest
design

upper-
middle

24.83
adults or
most
adults

0.38
mostly
male

ns ns ns ns Dairy single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y (simple
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts:
sugar,

N

216 83
Velasco Vizcaíno
2019a

Ecuador English 837 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle

28.79
adults or
most
adults

0.53 mixed ns ns ns ns
Meat and
meat
products

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y (simple
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts:
sugar,

N

216 83
Velasco Vizcaíno
2019b

Ecuador English 181 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle

37.24
adults or
most
adults

0.467 mixed ns ns ns ns
snack
foods

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y (simple
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts:
sugar,

N

216 83
Velasco Vizcaíno
2019c

Ecuador English 201 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle

37.85
adults or
most
adults

0.711
mostly
female

ns ns ns ns
Confectio
nery

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y (simple
MTL +
interpreta
tive
texts:
sugar,

N

218 84 Nobrega 2020 Brazil English 820 N N no label
choice conjoint
task

upper-
middle

>18
adults or
most
adults

0.52 mixed ns
low
(<50%
college)

mix ns

Dairy,
Non-
acoholic
beverage
s, Bread
& bakery
products,
snack
foods

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N N N N N N



229 85 Bix 2015 US English 55 Y N no label
choice conjoint
task

high 36.6
adults or
most
adults

0.6 mixed mix
low
(<50%
college)

low
(>50%
low
househol
d
income)

ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
snack
foods

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL +
facial
icons:
total fat,
saturated
fat,
sugar,

N

231 86 Hobin 2015 Canada English 1005 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high
16-24
(50% 16-
18)

mix 0.5 mixed white
low
(<50%
college)

ns ns
snack
foods

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL:
calories,
total fat,
saturated
fat,
sodium)

N

237 87 Egnell 2019b France English 1215 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 20.4
adults or
most
adults

0.73
mostly
female

ns
high
(>51%
college)

ns
undergra
duate
students

general
food and
beverage
products

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y N N N Y

242 88 Poquet 2019 France English 95 N N no label
one-group
design: pretest-
posttest design

high 9.38
adults or
most
adults

0.568 mixed ns
low
(primary
school)

mix
primary
school
student

snack
foods

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y N N N Y

244 89 Trudel 2015a US English 123 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 19.93
adults or
most
adults

0.54 mixed ns
high
(>50%
college)

ns
undergra
duate
students

Convenie
nt foods

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL:
total fat,
saturated
fat, trans
fatty
acids,
cholester
ol,
sodium,
carbohyd
rates,
sugars,

N

244 89 Trudel 2015b US English 227 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.57 mixed ns
high
(>51%
college)

ns
undergra
duate
students

Convenie
nt foods

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL:
total fat,
saturated
fat, trans
fatty
acids,
cholester
ol,
sodium,
carbohyd
rates,
sugars,

N

245 90 Crockett 2014 UK English 184 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.64
mostly
female

ns
snack
foods

single Y cinema package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y (fat
only: only
green,
only red)

N

252 91 Egnell 2019c Germany English 600 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed ns
low
(<50%
college)

mix (33%
high,
33% low)

ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Bread &
bakery
products,
Convenie
nt foods

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

253 92 Finkelstein 2019
Singapor
e

English 154 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 34.4
adults or
most
adults

0.6883
mostly
female

Chinese
high
(>50%
college)

mix ns

general
food and
beverage
products

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

255 93 Grummon 2019b US English 400 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 29
adults or
most
adults

0.6 mixed mix
high
(>50%
college)

mix ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N N N N N

261 94 Nieto 2019
US and
Mexico

English 7159 N N NFt cross-sectional
high &
upper-
middle

>18
adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed mix
high
(>50%
college)

mix

mix
(>50%
worker
and
student)

NS NS N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

264 95 Talati 2019a

12
countries
(Argentin
a,
Australia,
Bulgaria,
Canada,
Denmark
, France,
Germany
, Mexico,
Singapor
e, Spain,
the UK
and the

English 6660 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high &
upper-
middle

>18
adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed ns ns ns ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Bread &
bakery
products,
Convenie
nt foods

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y



265 96 Talati 2019b

12
countries
(Argentin
a,
Australia,
Bulgaria,
Canada,
Denmark
, France,
Germany
, Mexico,
Singapor
e, Spain,
the UK
and the

English 7087 N N TLS
randomized
controlled trial

high &
upper-
middle

>18
adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed ns ns
mix (33%
high,
33% low)

ns NS NS N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

268 97 Mantzari 2020 UK English 270 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 40
adults or
most
adults

0.56 mixed white

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N N N N N

271 98 Anabtawi 2020 Peru English 100 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle

19.81
adults or
most
adults

0.53 mixed ns
high
(100%
college)

ns ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s &
snack

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

275 99 Egnell 2020a
Switzerla
nd

English 600 N N TLS
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.49 mixed ns low mixed ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Bread &
bakery
products

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

276 100
Franco-Arellano
2020

Canada English 1498 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.52 mixed white high mixed ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s &
snack

multiple N package Y N Y Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(simplifie
d MTL)

N

279 101 Gabor 2019 Spain English 50 N N NS
randomized
controlled trial

high 21.3
adults or
most
adults

0.64
mostly
female

ns ns ns ns
Confectio
nery

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

280 102 Hagmann 2020
Switzerla
nd

English 799 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 48.7
adults or
most
adults

0.54 mixed ns low ns ns
snack
foods

single N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

282 103 Hall 2020a US English 1352 N N
textual
HW

randomized
controlled trial

high 37
adults or
most
adults

0.47 mixed white high mixed ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y N Y Y Y N Y N N N N N

283 104 Hall 2020b US English 2139 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 43
adults or
most
adults

0.45 mixed white low mixed ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y N Y Y N N Y N N N N N

283 104 Hall 2020c US English 670 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 37
adults or
most
adults

0.49 mixed white low mixed ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y N Y Y N N Y N N N N N

283 104 Hall 2020d US English 1001 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 39
adults or
most
adults

0.46 mixed white high mixed ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y N Y Y N N Y N N N N N

284 105
Hernández-Nava
2020

Mexico Spanish 600 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle

>18
adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed ns high mixed ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Bread
and
bakery
products

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

285 106 Jáuregui 2020 Mexico English 1469 N N TLS
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle

>21
adults or
most
adults

0.43 mixed ns low ns mixed

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Bread
and
bakery
products,
snack
foods,
non-
alcoholic
beverage
, dairy,
convenie

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

289 107 Retno 2019
Indonesi
a

English 41 Y N no label

nonequivalent
control group
design: posttest
design

lower-
middle

15-17

children
or
adolesce
nt

1
mostly
female

ns low ns ns

Bread
and
bakery
products,
dairy

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

291 108 Taillie 2020a Chile English 2383 Y N no label
one-group
design: pretest-
posttest design

high ns ns mixed ns low mixed

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single Y

superma
rkets and
gocery
stores

package Y Y N Y N N Y N N N N N N N

292 109 Uribe 2020 Chile English 320 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
snack,
condime
nts

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N N N N N N



293 110
Vandevijvere
2020

Belgium English 600 N N NS
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed ns high mixed ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Bread
and
bakery
products

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

294 111
Vargas-Meza
2019

Mexico English 1408 N N TLS
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle

>18
adults or
most
adults

0.57 mixed ns low mixed ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
snack
foods,
non-
alcoholic
beverage
, dairy,
convenie

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

298 112 Julia 2016 France English 901 N N no label

nonequivalent
control group
design: posttest
design

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.71
mostly
female

ns ns ns mixed
snacks
and
cereals

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y N N N Y

299 113 Roberto 2016 US English 1984 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 36.2
adults or
most
adults

0.7
mostly
female

white high mixed ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s

single N package Y N Y N Y Y N N Y N N N N N

300 114 Andreeva 2020 Bulgaria English 808 N N NFt
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle

39.2
adults or
most
adults

0.499 mixed ns high mixed ns

Bread &
bakery
products,
Cereal
and
cereal
products

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N

Y N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL) Y

301 115 Blitstein 2020 US English 724 Y Y no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 34.5
adults or
most
adults

mostly
female

white low mixed ns

Bread &
bakery
products,
Cereal
and
cereal
products,
snack
foods

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N N Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

N

302 116 Clarke 2020 UK English 4134 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high
46.5-
47.8

adults or
most
adults

0.47-
0.49

mixed white high ns ns
snack
foods

single N package Y N Y N Y Y Y N Y N N N N N

303 117 Fialon 2020 Italy English 826 N N NFt
randomized
controlled trial

high >18
adults or
most
adults

0.501 mixed ns high ns ns

Bread &
bakery
products,
Cereal
and
cereal
products

multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

304 118 Hamlin 2020
New
Zealand

English 240 N N no label
choice conjoint
task

high 16-18

children
or
adolesce
nt

0.58 mixed ns low ns ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products

single N package Y Y N Y N N

N N N N N N N N

306 119 Panzone 2020 UK English 756 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 48.4
adults or
most
adults

0.53 mixed ns ns ns ns
Fruit and
Vegetabl
es, diary

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N Y N

307 120 Santos 2020 Portugal English 357 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

high 40.6
adults or
most
adults

0.54 mixed ns ns ns ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Dairy,
Fish and
fish
product

multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N
Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

308 121

Alcantara 2020 Brazil English 821 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle

18-65
adults or
most
adults

0.52 mixed ns low low ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
Dairy,
Fish and
fish
product,
convenie
nt foods,
snack

multiple

N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N N N N N N

309 122 Egnell 2020b

12
Europea
n
countries English 7434 N N no label

randomized
controlled trial

high &
upper-
middle

>18

adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed ns low mixed ns

Cereal
and
cereal
products,
bread &
bakery
product,
convenie
nt foods multiple N package Y Y N Y N Y Y N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

311 123 Sarda 2020 France English 2006 Y N no label

Interrupted
Time-Series
Design

high
adults or
most
adults 0.52 mixed ns high mixed mixed multiple N package

N N N N N N N N N
Y N N N Y



312 124 Taillie 2020b Colombia English 1997 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle >18

adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed mixed high

ns ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s, Cereal
and
cereal
products,
bread &
bakery
product

multiple N package Y Y Y Y

N N

Y

N N N N N N N

313 125 Aguenaou 2021 Morocco English 814 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial

lower-
middle >10

adults or
most
adults

0.6 mixed ns high mixed mixed

Meat &
meat
product,
cereal
and
cereal
products,
diary multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL)

Y

314 126 Andrews 2021a US English 711 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial high

adults or
most
adults ns ns ns ns ns

Meat &
meat
product single N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL) N

314 126 Andrews 2021b US English 1,087 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial high

adults or
most
adults ns ns ns ns ns

Meat &
meat
product single N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL) N

315 127 Ares 2021 Uruguay English 1772 Y N no label

Interrupted
Time-Series
Design high >18

adults or
most
adults

0.67
mostly
female low ns ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s, Cereal
and
cereal
products,
diary,
convenie
nt foods,
snack
foods,
vegetabl multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N N N N N N

316 128 Asbridge 2021 UK English 1185 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial high >18

adults or
most
adults

0.55 mixed white high ns ns

Vegetabl
e and
fruit,
cereal
and
cereal
product,
confectio
nary,
snack
food,
bread multiple N package Y N Y N Y Y Y N Y N N N N N

317 129 Bandeira 2021 Brazil English 2,400 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial

upper-
middle >18

adults or
most
adults

0.51 mixed ns ns mixed ns

Sauce
and
spread,
cereal
and
cereal
product,
bread
and
bakery
product,
snack
food, multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL) N

318 130
De Temmerman
2021a Belgium English 292 N N no label

randomized
controlled trial high 30.82

adults or
most
adults ns ns high ns mixed

Convenie
nt food single N package N N N N N N N N N Y N N N Y

318 130
De Temmerman
2021b Belgium English 415 N N no label

randomized
controlled trial high 37.66

adults or
most
adults 0.69

mostly
female ns ns ns ns

Convenie
nt food single N package N N N N N N N N N Y N N N Y

319 131 Devia 2021a Uruguay English 377 N N no label

choice conjoint
task

high 18-89

adults or
most
adults

0.64
mostly
female ns low ns ns

Convenie
nt food,
sauce
and
spread,
snack
food multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y N N N N

319 131 Devia 2021b Uruguay English 413 N N no label

choice conjoint
task

high 18-89

adults or
most
adults

0.66
mostly
female ns low ns ns

Convenie
nt food,
sauce
and
spread,
snack
food multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y N N N N

320 132 Egnell 2021a France English 220 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial high 41.3

adults or
most
adults 0.87

mostly
female ns high low ns multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y N N N Y

321 133 Egnell 2021b France English 2223 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial high >18

adults or
most
adults 0.7

mostly
female ns high ns ns multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y N N N Y

322 134 Hall 2021 France English 1078 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial high 35.3

adults or
most
adults 0.58 mixed white high mixed ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s single N package Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y N N N N N

324 135 Mauri 2021
UK and
Italy English 180 N N no label

randomized
controlled trial high >18

adults or
most
adults

0.717
mostly
female ns ns ns ns

Non-
alcoholic
beverage
s, diery,
convenie
nt food multiple N package N N N N N N N N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL) N



325 136
Mediano Stoltze
2021 Chile English 497 N N no label

randomized
controlled trial high 35.9

adults or
most
adults 0.5 mixed ns low ns ns

Cereal
and
cereal
product single N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y N N N N

326 137 Packer 2021 UK English 3618 N N no label
randomized
controlled trial high

>18
years

adults or
most
adults

0.57 mixed white low ns ns

Convenie
nt food,
non-
alcoholic
drink,
cereal
and
cereal
product,
snack
food, multiple N package Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y N

Y
(detailed
MTL) Y

327 138 Vanderlee 2021 Canada English 1498 Y N no label
randomized
controlled trial high

>18
years

adults or
most
adults

0.5 mixed white low mixed ns

Convenie
nt food,
cereal
and
cereal
product,
diary,
vegetabl
e and multiple N package Y Y N Y N N N N N Y Y N

Y (simple
MTL) N
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